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A great man once said that democracy is the worst system of 
government, except for all the other ones. The fact that democracy seems 
to be the least evil system of government up to now, does not mean that 
it is a good system, let alone the best system of government possible. In 
order to come up with a better system of government it is necessary to 
understand exactly how democracy functions, and what are both its 
inherent advantages and its inherent disadvantages. 


The main advantage of democracy is that, it tends to diffuse power, and 
as a consequence inhibits the corruption of highly concentrated power 
elites; therefore, it is usually less tyrannical than all the other of systems 
of government tried, until now. Tyranny is always unethical because it 
diminishes at least one person's creativity, including the tyrant's, by 
taking away their right to choose alternative, more ethical courses of 
action.(2,3,7) The majority of all electorates will almost always sacrifice 
their own, and almost certainly others’, personal liberty in exchange for 
promises of more security from a centralized authority, which in 
virtually all democracies quickly becomes irreversibly evil and corrupt. 
Democratic authority, no matter how virtuous and well intentioned it 
originally was, becomes corrupted because professional politicians 
quickly learn that the easiest way to get elected is to openly share the 
fears and prejudices of the electoral majority, independently of the 
politicians true beliefs, and then to cater to, and manipulate, the majority 
by telling the lies the majority wishes to hear. 


This was understood two thousand years ago by Cicero who said "the 
world wants to be deceived." (6) It was even better understood twenty 
four hundred years ago by Socrates who said that democracy would 
never work because the least creative majority would always choose to 
live parasitically off of the most creative minority by confiscating their 
wealth and then redistributing it among themselves, the first clear 
understanding of socialism.(5) Spinoza rejected democracy because it 
was destructive to individual liberty, which was essential to maximize 
creativity. Spinoza said that democracy always leads to the imposition of 


the will of the majority on minorities, and that this was unethical, 
because the destruction of freedom also destroys creativity.(7) 


As Bertrand Russell eventually learned through personal experience after 
running for public office, all democracies eventually become so corrupt 
that "only persons who are hypocritical, stupid, or both can be elected to 
public office."(6) This is the case because the hypocrite has learned how 
to manipulate the majority by speaking what he does not believe; stupid 
politicians may actually believe some or all of what they say. Russell, 
presumably, considered anyone less clever than himself as stupid and he 
concluded that a majority of the electorate was stupid. My own 
observation is that politicians are more hypocritical than stupid, and that 
the electorate is more lazy and unethical than stupid. Most of the 
electorate could understand what is going on if they wished to spend any 
time studying it, by simply reading what has already been published on 
political corruption; however, they are too lazy to give up any of their 50 
hours a week watching television to study and understand the political 
process. Furthermore, they are too unethical to reject the blatant lies that 
they are constantly told by charming but unethical politicians, such as 
Roosevelt, Reagan, and Clinton. It seems that most people choose to 
believe what they want to believe, not because it is true, but because 
believing it makes them happy. By definition, someone who values 
happiness more than truth, is already unethical.(2,3,4) 


Almost all political paradigms fall into one of four classes, conservative, 
liberal, authoritarian, or libertarian. Conservatives are usually better off 
economically than the majority and wish no government interference in 
the economic sector, particularly concerning property rights, or forced 
government redistribution of wealth from those who have it, to those 
who have less of it; but conservatives wish government to control 
individual behavior that might be threatening to them, particularly crime, 
drug use, abortion, homosexuality, and any impediments to the 
aggressive expansion of their conservative religious beliefs. In terms of 
the ideological dichotomies used in my book (3), I would call these types 
of people conservatives of the right. A rightist is defined as anyone who 
believes that the major cause behind human differences is heredity 
instead of environment. In the United States most, but not all, 
conservatives are registered Republicans. Republicans, or Republican 
minded persons represent about 40% of the electorate. 


The Democrats, or Democratically minded part of the electorate, are also 
about 40% of the electorate. These persons are usually called, 
incorrectly, from my point of view, "liberals", although there are 
conservative Democrats and liberal Republicans. Again using my 
previous paradigm (3), I would call "liberals", "liberal leftists". A leftist 
is someone who believes that the major behavioral differences between 
persons are due to their environment and not to their heredity. A liberal 
is a person who is tolerant of change in all aspects of the environment 
particularly those changes which most affect his beliefs and paradigms, 
so long as those changes do not physically affect his life; while a 
conservative is a person who is intolerant of change in most aspects of 
the environment, particularly those that affect his beliefs and paradigms, 
even if they do not physically affect his life. All leftists are socialists; 
liberal socialists are known as "social democrats"; conservative socialists 
are often called "authoratarians". 


About 15% of the electorate in the United States prefers an authoritarian 
type of government that interferes in peoples lives in both (1) questions 
of personal morality, where authoritarians are usually conservative, and 
(2) in the economic sphere where authoritarians are usually leftists. 
Communism, fascism, and Islam are examples of recent authoratarian 
societies. Ross Perot, and many of his followers, are today's 
authoritarians. Sometimes authoritarian political movements are called 


"populism", "statism" or in my terms "conservative leftism".(3) 


The least popular of the four political paradigms in all countries of the 
world, is called "libertarianism". It is most popular in the United States 
where, libertarianism was the political philosophy advocated by Thomas 
Jefferson. In the United States, the Libertarian party attracts about 5% of 
the electorate, although I suspect that if libertarian minded voters 
believed that there was any chance of the Libertarian party winning, the 
party might draw enough votes from Republicans, Democrats, 
Authoritarians, and possibly others, such as nihilists and existentialists, 
to perhaps have as many as 20% of the electorate. The libertarian 
believes that government should not interfere in peoples economic or 
moral life, except in protecting the members of society from undeserved 
harm from forces which violate their civil rights of life, liberty, and 
personal property. I define libertarians as, "radical liberals of the right", 
according to my previous paradigm. (3) A libertarian believes that the 
only legitimate function of government is in (1) a judiciary and (2) the 
defense of life and property. The public defense of life against pollution 


and infectious diseases, not in providing general health care, is also 
justifiable to libertarians; all other activities should be left to 100%, 
voluntary associations between private parties. Libertarians regard the 
initiation of aggression by anyone, as evil. 


I have shown, in my most recent book (2), that all political paradigms, 
other than libertarianism, lead to contradictions and are inherently 
unethical and destructive. Indeed it can be stated as a general theorem, 
that any political paradigm, other than libertarianism, will lead to the 
eventual collapse of the society that practices it. Although the United 
States was originally designed by the Founding Fathers in general, and 
Thomas Jefferson in particular, to be a libertarian society, it has rushed 
ever further toward socialism, because of democracy. 


The concept of democracy is simply the rule of the majority; democracy 
is not in itself a political paradigm but merely a method of implementing 
one of the previous four paradigms. Thomas Jefferson made the mistake 
of believing that a democratic, republican form of government was the 
best way of maintaining a libertarian society. A democratic republic is a 
nation in which there is not direct democratic rule as in the Greek city 
states, but instead government is formed by representatives who are 
elected by majorities of the citizens, and the powers of government over 
individuals is limited by a constitution. At the beginning of the American 
republic, democracy seemed a reasonable risk to libertarians, in a society 
where 90% of the electorate were likely to be independent farmers on 
their own land for the foreseeable future. Of course, almost from the 
beginning of the nation the industrial revolution caused ever more people 
to concentrate in the cities, until today about 95% of the electorate are 
urban dwellers, and only about 5% are rural dwelling, relatively self- 
sufficient property owners. 


Jefferson despised cities, which he saw as concentrations of parasitical, 
uncreative human beings who lived off of the labor of the more creative, 
self-sufficient farmers and inventive rural dwellers, whom he saw as 
much more worthy and creative than the city dwellers. But Jefferson 
lived long enough to see the trend of political dominance in national 
politics by city dwellers. However, I believe that Jefferson's dream 
would have still failed, even if a majority of the population had remained 
self-sufficient, yeoman farmers, as Jefferson hoped and worked very 
hard to achieve with his illegal Louisiana purchase. The flaw in the 
American system of government is inherent to the very nature of 


democracy as Socrates, Cicero, Spinoza, and Russell had observed. A 
democracy will always be a tyranny of the majority; all tyrannies are 
destructive. 


There is nothing inherently creative or ethical in having the allegiance of 
any popular majority. 


Adolf Hitler, an authoritarian rightist, was democratically elected and 
had overwhelming majority support until he died. Richard Nixon, who 
almost succeeded in turning the United States into a police state, had 
overwhelming popular support in the 1972 presidential election. It would 
have been even higher without the Watergate incident We see today in 
the United States, that the only politicians who can be elected are those 
who tell the majority the lies they wish to hear, whether they speak the 
lies out of hypocrisy or out of stupidity. The 1992 presidential election in 
the United States, as well as almost all other elections, demonstrates this 
theorem. 


In the 1992 presidential election Bill Clinton was the most mendacious 
of all the presidential candidates and he received about 43% of the 
popular vote. George Bush was the next most mendacious of the 
presidential candidates and he received about 37% of the popular vote. 
Ross Perot was the third most mendacious of the presidential candidates 
and he received about 19% of the popular vote. The only presidential 
candidates who eloquently spoke the truth at all times and had an 
ethically consistent political philosophy, were the Libertarian party 
candidates, Andre Marrou for President and Nancy Lord for Vice 
President; they received less than .5% of the popular vote. The 
presidential candidates of the Libertarian party were on all the ballots in 
all fifty states; their message was clearly disseminated for all who 
wanted to hear it. Yet the vast majority of the electorate preferred to vote 
for candidates who told them the lies they wished to hear. Furthermore, 
they voted in direct proportion to how much they lied to them. 


This is the fatal flaw in democracy, the majority, at almost all political 
levels, and always at the national level, votes not on the basis of ethical 
principle but on the basis of whose lies they believe will make them 
happiest, by either distributing to them the wealth produced by others, or 
by chastising those who have beliefs, practices, or behaviors that are 
offensive to the majority. The reason for this is that at almost all political 
levels, majorities are not guided by ethical principles, but rather by the 


desire to be happy; most can be made happy by believing comforting lies 
appealing to their fear, greed, jealousy, hate, or other negative emotions 
by which they guide their lives. This is why democracy cannot long 
endure. 


No nation in history has ever been closer to being an ideal libertarian 
society than was the United States during the 24 years that Jefferson and 
his closest disciples, Madison and Monroe, were President. The major 
flaw at this time was slavery, which all three of these presidents, as well 
as John Adams, the previous president, tried to abolish, but could not 
accomplish politically because of the democratic and bureaucratic 
structure of the Government. The United States has moved ever further 
from libertarianism toward increasing authoritarian socialism. 


The United States finally ended slavery in 1865, but in the process 
centralized obscene power in Washington and made the United States 
less of a libertarian society than ever before. In contradiction to the 
Declaration of Independence, and the spirit of the early Constitution, 
since the end of the Civil War, the United States has increasingly become 
a hierarchy of power, with the most power in the Federal Government, 
then in the state governments, then in the local governments, and least in 
the private individual, where the most power was originally supposed to 
reside. This inverse pyramid of power is the exact opposite of what a 
libertarian society should be like. A libertarian society can never be 
produced or even maintained by a democratic system. 


There is an ethical alternative to democracy that not only produces a 
libertarian society as a trivial side effect, but which also produces the 
freest and most creative society possible. There are several examples of 
how to structure such a society. The first, and simplest example is to turn 
the Libertarian party into a libertarian society, which, at this time, it is 
not, nor has it ever been. The Libertarian party is a democratic society, 
thus its failure. The Libertarian party is a contradiction in terms. The best 
way to bring about a Libertarian society is to become a living example of 
one, instead of being just one more oxymoronic example of a rather 
unpopular democratic party. A step by step program on how to turn the 
Libertarian party into a Libertarian society, follows. A detailed rationale 
for this program is given in my last book(2), which focuses on 
maximizing individual creativity rather than creating ethical political 
organizations; however, the latter flows out of the former. 


HOW TO MAKE THE LIBERTARIAN PARTY LIBERTARIAN 


e 1. Stop electing the leaders of the Libertarian party by democratic 
elections, instead elect them by hierarchical, 100% consensus. 


e 2. Hierarchical, 100% consensus is established by first organizing 
Libertarians, at the local level, into small groups, preferably 50% 
male and 50% female. For example, Lane County, Oregon, where I 
live, has about 1,000 Libertarian party members, but very few are 
active. Almost all of them would become active, if they could be 
politically and practically effective at the local level, even if they 
might never be effective at the State or National level. My 
observation from interacting with Libertarians at the local level is 
that there are many more men than women in the Libertarian party; 
I suspect that this is true at all Libertarian party levels. In my 
previous books(2,3), I have shown why it is important to have men 
and women, in approximately equal numbers, work together to 
formulate social policy and produce a maximally creative society. 
Furthermore, the optimal arrangement for maximum creativity in a 
small group is with four ethical men and four ethical women, 
integrated into a working group called an "Octet". 


e 3. Octets are formed first by having eight Libertarians who know 
each other and wish to work together, to agree to work together and 
designate themselves as a Libertarian Octet. If not all the members 
of the local Libertarian party are integrated into Octets by this 
voluntary joining, then the remaining Libertarians would be 
assigned at random into statistically created Octets such that each 
Octet had an equal percentage of the unassigned women in the 
local Libertarian party. If there were not enough women to go 
around, so that each Octet had at least one woman, then women 
from the voluntary Octets and some of the random Octets could 
volunteer to participate in more than one Libertarian Octet at the 
local level, and in effect have more political power, as will soon be 
shown. This would compensate, within the local Libertarian party, 
for having too few women. The women who are given this extra 
political power then compensate for it, by being obligated to 
actively recruit more women members for the local Libertarian 
party until the membership is almost equally divided between men 
and women. If men were in the minority the reverse of this 
procedure would be practiced. 


e 4. Each Libertarian Octet agrees to meet at least four hours, once 
per month to discuss Libertarian party issues among themselves 
and decide what is the best course of action for them to take as an 
Octet. Octets do not have to cooperate among themselves, except 
by 100%, unanimous consensus of all the Octet members. 
However, they have an obligation to send at least one man and one 
woman representing the Octet to interact with other male-female 
pairs of Octet representatives. These representatives then form new 
Octets by voluntary association with other Octet representatives at 
a one day local Libertarian convention every three months. My last 
book, shows how this process can be implemented easily and 
quickly, even with millions of persons. 


e 5. The representatives for each Octet are chosen by 100% 
unanimous consensus of all the members of each Octet. If they 
cannot achieve 100% consensus, then the Octet will not be 
represented and have no vote at the next level of political 
organization. However, in my last book (2) I describe a 
communication technique called "autopoiesis", which almost 
always quickly produces a 100%, consensus on any question which 
is being addressed by an ethical Octet. (This is a generalization of 
the biological process of autopoiesis first discovered by Varela and 
Maturana.(9)) Octets who cannot achieve consensus on who should 
be their two representatives should restructure themselves with new 
members with whom they are more compatible and exclude the 
minority members who are less compatible. The minority Octet 
members may in turn form new Octets with other local Libertarians 
with whom they are more compatible. Eventually all Libertarians at 
the local level will be in Octets with whom they can work 
harmoniously by 100% unanimous consensus. 


e 6. At the second level of political organization the new Octets that 
are formed will in turn discuss Libertarian party issues among 
themselves and choose, again by 100% unanimous consensus, 
every six months, a male female pair from the Octet, to represent 
them at the third level of Libertarian party Organization. Those 
Octets who cannot achieve consensus, again have no representation 
at the third level of political organization, but they can reorganize 
themselves, as before, into new second level Octets. 


e 7. This process continues until, at the national level, the highest 
level Octet chooses a male female pair to represent them, every 
four years. These shall be the next presidential candidates of the 
Libertarian party. The members of the immediate lower level 
Octets, who participated in choosing the presidential candidates, 
shall be the senatorial and gubernatorial candidates of the 
Libertarian party, within their respective states, by their own 
hierarchical choice. The representatives of the next lower Octets 
shall be the House candidates of the Libertarian party. The next 
lower level Octet representatives shall be the candidates for their 
respective state legislatures. The next lower level Octet 
representatives shall be the candidates for county and city 
governments. All the next lower Octets shall be grass roots 
workers. 


8. Each member of any Octet who is chosen as a representative 
must agree to run for the highest office that he or she is qualified 
for, by 100%, unanimous consensus within the Libertarian party. 
No one should, in any way, campaign to the be the representative 
of any Octet, but should always strive to find the best 
representative other than him or herself. Only when all seven other 
Octet members choose that person, may the person accept the 
position or definitely decline it. Persons who seek power, even 
petty power within the Libertarian party, should never have it.(2) 
People should serve as representatives from a sense duty rather 
than a desire for power. No Octet member, at any level, should ever 
vote for a representative who actively seeks the job. 


9. The power of this process, in lieu of democracy, is that each 
Octet representative and political candidate has been chosen all 
along the way by persons who know him or her personally, and the 
higher the level of the candidate, the more Libertarians have, by 
100%, unanimous consensus, chosen that candidate. Each 
Libertarian has, in a sense, a veto, so that persons obnoxious to him 
or her will never rise above his or her level in the hierarchy. The 
presidential candidates are, in a sense, chosen by 100% unanimous 
consensus of all members of the Libertarian party; this is a much 
more powerful endorsement than simply a majority of the 
Libertarian party members voting for someone that few of them 
know personally, but whom they know solely through his or her 
speeches, and possibly writings. The quality of the Libertarian 


candidates are already the highest in the nation; this process will 
increase candidate quality geometrically. 


10. At the lower levels, the Octet representatives should pay all of 
their own expenses. As the Octet representatives achieve the higher 
levels of the Libertarian party they should be entitled to a campaign 
contribution to run for political office but not for participating in 
the Octets. Each Libertarian should have an obligation to contribute 
a minimum of $25 per year to the Libertarian campaign fund or a 
total of $100 every four years; this is in addition to their regular 
party dues. If, sometime in the future, there are 500,000 active 
Libertarian party members in the United States, then the 
Presidential candidates would receive $25,000,000, the Senatorial 
and Gubernatorial candidates in each state would receive an 
average of $85,000 each. The House candidates would receive 
about $6,000 each. The State Government candidates would 
receive about $3,000 each. The local government candidates would 
receive about $1,500 each. The campaign funds would be stratified 
according to the Libertarian population in each state and in each 
locality; the preceding numbers were averages. Each candidate 
would, of course, be free to solicit more funds for his or her 
campaign according to law. This system would enable the 
Libertarian party to run outstanding candidates for each election in 
the nation, and to have their voices heard. Although a Libertarian 
president may never be elected, the presidential candidates of the 
Libertarian party shall be the major vehicle for informing the 
American people about Libertarian principles and about the 
corruption of the current system. Americans will have an 
alternative, even if they never vote for it. At the local, and perhaps 
at a few state levels, the Libertarian party will have a good chance 
of electing some of its best members. 


11. We note that at each level the Octet representative is 
representing four times as many Libertarians than at the previous 
level. Therefore, level 1 representatives represent 8 Libertarians; 
level 2 represent 32 Libertarians, level 3 represent 128 
Libertarians, level 4 represent 512 Libertarians, level 5 represent 
2,048 Libertarians, level 6 represent 8,192 Libertarians, level 7 
represent 32,768 Libertarians, level 8 represent 131,072 
Libertarians, and finally level 9 can represent up to 524,288 
Libertarians. Therefore, for the foreseeable future, there will not 


need to be more than nine levels of representation to represent all 
the active Libertarians in the nation. At level 1, 75% of the total 
Libertarian population spends only four hours per month creating 
the consensus hierarchy; those at level 9 have spent only 30 days 
over a period of four years to reach that level in the consensus 
hierarchy. 


e 12. Each level 1 Octet focuses on how best to choose level 2 
representatives, raising money for the Libertarian party, and how 
best to inform their friends and neighbors about the Libertarian 
party and get them to join it. It would also be worthwhile if the 
level 1 Octets chose, by 100% unanimous consensus, to engage in 
creative projects related to Libertarian principles but having to do 
with local politics, such as defeating all proposed increases in 
taxes, governmental theft of property rights, or any other 
government or private threats to personal liberty. Libertarian Octets 
should engage in creative libertarian projects, such as helping 
themselves and others to become self-sufficient, avoiding taxes, 
and circumventing the Government controlled money system 
through barter. In this way the Octets can serve as an example of 
how to create self-sufficient libertarian communities on small 
farms near their homes, which they could purchase and operate as a 
corporation or as a partnership, with other Octet members having 
equitable shares in the operation. These suggestions are all in the 
spirit of the vision that Thomas Jefferson originally had for 
America. Jefferson's mistake was political, not conceptual. 


There are many other alternatives for creating practical illustrations of 
libertarian principles in politics, economics, education, health and social 
organization. Some of these are given in my last book. A libertarian 
political system would have no parties, but the whole nation would be 
organized into Octets to produce the workers at all levels of legitimate 
Government, which would be limited entirely to military, public health, 
police and judicial functions. A libertarian society would have no 
bureaucracy, lawyers, or professional judiciary. Each Octet would be 
sovereign on its own territory; there would be no public lands. Octets 
who did not wish to pay taxes to support a common defense force, public 
health organization, or a judiciary consisting entirely of randomly 
selected neutral Octets, i.e. Octets with no connections to either party, 
for resolving disputes between Octets, could secede at any time from the 
libertarian society and go its own way without having to pay for any 


services it does not want, and will no longer receive. The major reason 
for a massive nation state is to provide adequate military defense against 
foreign aggressors. The same can be accomplished by a smaller society 
that is highly creative and invents superior weapons to those of the large 
nation states. If foreign aggressors could be eliminated, or if there were 
enough technological superiority among the Octets, then it would be 
possible to have a libertarian society which operates entirely on the basis 
of voluntary cooperation without any need for a central government. 
Octet consensus hierarchy would exist solely as desired, to accomplish 
goals not achievable by a single Octet. 


The Libertarian party could create a sovereign libertarian society, as a 
living example of what a libertarian society would be like, within the 
confines of the United States, by simply concentrating, in rural areas 
suitable for self-sufficiency, self-employment, and voluntary 
cooperation, Libertarians who share fundamental ethical values and wish 
to work together. The libertarian ethic of maximum liberty for all 
without the diminution of the liberty of any for the alleged benefit of 
anyone else, is an inadequate ethical base for a maximally creative, 
progressive society. That is one of the reasons that the United States 
could not remain a libertarian society. A necessary and sufficient ethical 
system for creating and keeping a libertarian society, is one based on the 
notions that the ultimate good is to maximize creativity, and anything 
that diminishes even a single person's creativity is an absolute evil, no 
matter how many other persons are allegedly supposed to be benefited 
by this "sacrifice". 


Ecological ethics can be seen to be in harmony with the above notions, 
by recognizing that the only environmental changes that one is entitled 
to make, including on one's own property, are those changes that do not 
decrease the creativity of a single unconsenting person. The environment 
is best managed to maximize the creativity of all, without diminishing 
anyone's creativity. 
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